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A model-independent statistical framework is presented to interpret data from systems where the
mean time derivative of positional cross correlation between world lines, a measure of spreading in
a quantum geometrical wave function, is measured with a precision smaller than the Planck time.
The framework provides a general way to constrain possible departures from perfect independence
of classical world lines, associated with Planck scale bounds on positional information. A param-
eterized candidate set of possible correlation functions is shown to be consistent with the known
causal structure of the classical geometry measured by an apparatus, and the holographic scaling
of information suggested by gravity. Frequency-domain power spectra are derived that can be com-
pared with interferometer data. Simple projections of sensitivity for realistic experimental set-ups
suggests that measurements will confirm or rule out a class of Planck scale departures from classical
geometry.
I. INTRODUCTION
Although it is widely believed that the world follows quantum principles, it is not known how classical dynamical
space-time emerges from a quantum mechanical system [1–3]. Standard field theory, often regarded as the basis
of a fundamental quantum theory, encounters well-known, unavoidable divergences at the Planck scale [4–6]. The
divergences may be avoided in a theory based on other fundamental objects such as strings[7–9], loops or spin
networks[1–3], and/or noncommutative geometries[10]; these theories can even lead to predictions of new behavior at
the Planck scale, such as quantization of volume or area. However, for large systems, many issues remain unresolved,
for example, the foundational inconsistency of quantum theory with the “local realism” associated with classical
geometrical paths and events[11–14], the holographic encoding of information in dynamical gravitational systems,
particularly black holes[15–24], and unphysically large masses of some field systems in large volumes[25, 26].
Most theoretical attention has concentrated on the ultraviolet part of the problem— the Planck scale regime
dominated by string theory. On the other hand, the large-scale or infrared paradoxes also presumably arise because
field theory is quantized on a fixed classical background, whereas the real space-time system emerges, along with
the classical notion of locality, from a quantum system based on a Planckian bandwidth limit or discrete structure.
While ultraviolet effects at the Planck scale cannot be measured directly, scaling from standard quantum mechanics
suggests that indirect effects of Planck scale physics may be detectable in certain kinds of measurements in laboratory
systems via spreading of geometrical position states over macroscopic distance. These arguments are reviewed below
in section II A.
Correlations signifying departures from perfect classical space could plausibly appear, according to standard quan-
tum mechanics, on a scale given by diffraction of Planck frequency radiation propagating across an apparatus, or
equivalently, the quantum position uncertainty of a Planck mass particle over a duration corresponding to an appa-
ratus light-crossing time [26–30]. Field theory assumes a classically coherent background geometry, and predicts that
such nonlocal quantum correlations of the background should be negligible.
Although the approximate magnitude of the correlations can be guessed from scaling, their detailed character is
not known. In the absence of a standard theory for large systems in emergent geometry, in this paper we take an
empirical, experimental approach to the problem. We ask, what can precise laboratory measurements of the relative
positions of massive bodies at rest tell us about the character of positional information contained in the space-time
itself, and in particular, the detailed degrees of freedom of the quantum system that gives rise to space and locality?
We focus on what can be learned about the emergence of classical positions in space from the best available technique
for nonlocal measurement of position, interferometry[31].
The predictions of any quantum theory are expressed in terms of correlations between observables. In the case
of a space-time built from a quantum system, departures from classicality should appear in time-averaged correla-
tions of positions of massive bodies. For a given configuration of massive bodies— for example, the mirrors in an
interferometer— the forms that the correlation functions can take are constrained by general principles of symmetry
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2and causality of the emerged space. We argue here that possible forms can be classified and evaluated from the
known structure of a macroscopic apparatus, without knowing the elements and dynamics of the underlying quantum
space-time degrees of freedom.
As one example of an observable correlation, signals from a pair of interferometers can be combined into a correlation
function, whose mean time derivative has the dimension of time. If that has a value of the order of the Planck time, the
information content of the measured spatial relationships is comparable with the total information content suggested
by covariant holographic bounds on entropy [27–30, 32]. Interferometers are now capable of achieving measurements
of coherence with Planck precision[33–38], so the framework presented here can be used to interpret their signals in
terms of Planck scale bounds on information.
The goal is to use data to test a general hypothesis: that geometrical information about directions between world
lines in space, defined by measurements of the position of massive bodies with electromagnetic waves, obeys Planck
scale covariant constraints on information. With the framework presented here, statistical properties of data in a
broad class of experiments can be compared with each other, and used to test specific forms of this general hypothesis,
even in the absence of a specific fundamental theory. Experiments can explore and constrain any form of Planckian
correlations in space-time position consistent with symmetries imposed by the causal structure of the emergent system.
We apply our framework here to a particular kind of apparatus, a correlated pair of Michelson interferometers, such
as the Fermilab Holometer[35, 36], and also discuss how it can be generalized. In previous work[27–30, 32], specific
models of holographic spatial position states were used to predict properties of measurable “holographic noise” in
interferometers. The more general framework here allows a broader class of quantum models to be tested, even
some with no corresponding classical interpretation. In all cases, the coherence is characterized by a key universal
parameter: the time derivative of a measured correlation function, normalized to the size of an apparatus. We propose
a scheme that spans the full range of possible models, characterized by two universal parameters of the order of the
Planck time that can be directly constrained by data.
Of course, different experimental set-ups, with different causal relationships between the world lines of their optical
elements, will constrain Planckian departures from classical coherence in different ways. We do not exhaust all those
possibilities here, but general principles of this framework can be extended to compare them with each other and
with predictions of proposed theories. For example, the Michelson systems mainly considered here (and used in the
initial stage of the Holometer) measure only correlations spatially related by shear or strain transformations; they do
not measure the important independent modes corresponding to pure rotations[39, 40]. Those modes, and apparatus
that could measure them in a future experimental program at the Holometer, will be treated in upcoming analyses.
II. GENERAL FRAMEWORK
A. Scaling of Geometrical Correlations
FIG. 1. Causal diamonds.
Causal diamonds are defined as the 4-volume of spacetime over which an observer
(defined by a timelike world-line) can do experiments. It is bounded by two null light-
cones connecting two points on the observer’s world-line that are timelike separated
(see Figure 1). A world line defines a causal diamond associated with any proper time
interval of duration τ . It has been proposed that nested sequences of causal diamonds—
covering increasing intervals along a timelike trajectory— correspond to sequences of
nested Hilbert spaces [13, 14]. These causal diamonds serve as reference boundaries for
geometrical information.
Consider an observable operator xˆ, with the dimension of length, that characterizes a
set of world lines in some extended 4D volume of flat space-time. In general, a measure-
ment of xˆ requires nonlocal propagation of light within a causal diamond; it represents a
projection of an extended 4D quantum system. In the interferometer systems considered
here, an observable signal depends on the world lines of an arrangement of mirrors, and
encodes nonlocal information about their positions and about the state of the laser field.
Here, we ignore these standard quantum degrees of freedom; the operators xˆ measure
new noncommuting degrees of freedom that differ from the standard motion[41] of a
massive body in a classical geometry. A measurement of xˆ represents a measurement of
positional degrees of freedom that are assumed to be classical in the standard quantiza-
tion of fields and optical elements in an interferometer[42, 43]. They correspond to new
degrees of freedom associated with the nonclassical character of emergent world lines;
thus, we know neither the Hamiltonian nor the conjugate operators for xˆ. (Other forms
of entanglement with Planck scale geometrical states have been discussed in ref. [44].)
3The value of xˆ does not depend on the masses or other properties of bodies, only on their relative positions.
Suppose that the measured value of xˆ departs by some amount ∆x = xˆ − x¯ from its expected value x¯ in classical
space-time. A measure of the deviation from perfect classical coherence is given by a time-domain correlation function
of the form,
Ξ(τ) ≡ 〈∆x(t)∆x(t+ τ)〉tF (τ). (1)
Here, F (τ) denotes a projection determined by the configuration of a measurement apparatus. In general, correlations
can be measured for two world lines, say xˆA and xˆB ; most of this paper focuses on the configurations where A and B
causal diamonds are almost the same.
The positional correlation encoded in Ξ measures a lack of independence of values of xˆ. In a classical space-time, Ξ
vanishes; this is possible because the information density in a continuum is infinite. The same is true in field theory,
which assumes a classical continuous space-time. In an emergent quantum space-time, Ξ in general does not vanish,
and the positions of world-lines in some measurements can decohere gradually with time. The 2D density of position
eigenstates— that is, the number of independent world-line eigenstates per 2-volume in a particular xˆ projection—
has a finite value given by Ξ−1. Its value depends on the projection defined by the measurement, and the invariant
classical positional relationships between the world lines, particularly the causal diamonds traced by light propagation
in the apparatus.
The scaling with τ can be estimated from dimensional considerations, or from analogy with other, standard quantum
systems. It is plausible that world lines decohere slightly at long durations, by an amount that would not yet have
been detected. As one example of a quantum system with this behavior, consider the standard position wave function
for the state of a particle of mass m at rest, that lasts for duration τ . This form of standard Heisenberg uncertainty
can be derived in several ways[26–29], for example from a nonrelativistic Schro¨dinger equation for a mass m, in a path
integral approach by extremizing the action of a particle or body whose motion is described by a wave equation with de
Broglie wavelength ~/mc, or from a Wheeler-De Witt equation for a pendulum of mass m in the low frequency, nearly
free particle limit. For all of these systems, with the standard assumption that directions in space are independent,
the wave function in classical position and time obeys
(∂i∂
i − 2i(m/~)∂t)ψ = 0. (2)
This equation can be solved with pure (infinite) plane wave eigenmodes. However, the state of a body localized in
space, whose position is prepared and measured at two times separated by an interval much longer than the inverse de
Broglie frequency, is better described by a symmetric gaussian solution for ψ(r, t), where r2 = xix
i, with a probability
density on constant-time surfaces given by
|〈ψ∗|ψ〉|2 ∝ e−r2/σ(t)2 , (3)
whose variance σ2 depends on the preparation of the state.
These “paraxial” solutions for matter de Broglie waves are mathematically the same as the standard normal modes
of light[45] in a laser cavity (see Figure 2). In the matter system, t takes the place of the laser beam axis coordinate
z (that is, constant-phase de Broglie wavefronts are nearly surfaces of constant time), and position measurements at
particular times, over an interval much smaller than the interval between measurements, takes the place of thin mirror
surface boundary conditions [26]. In this family of solutions, the rate of spatial spreading depends on the preparation
of a state: dσ/dt is smaller for larger σ. In the same way that a larger beam waist leads to a smaller dispersion angle,
a larger position uncertainty leads to slower spreading. Spreading of the wave function with time is unavoidable; any
solution of duration τ has a mean variance of position at least as large as
〈(r(t+ τ)− r(t))2〉 = σ20(τ) > ~τ/2m. (4)
Thus, dσ0/dτ = ~/2m gives the minimum rate of spreading in the position state of a body at rest over time.
Of course, these states also have an associated indeterminacy of momentum. Although the particle is classically
“at rest”, and there is a well defined expectation value for its rest frame, the actual velocity is indeterminate. In this
situation, the position variance between two times cannot be “squeezed away” into momentum uncertainty, or vice
versa; Eq. (4) gives the minimum spread of position between two times for any state [42, 43, 46]. The momentum
uncertainty in the minimum-position-uncertainty state decreases with τ like ∆p ≈ (2m~/τ)1/2, which is why de
Broglie wave states behave almost like classical world lines on large scales.
Similarly, if paths in a background quantum space time are described by quantum wave propagation similar to Eq.
(2), with a fundamental timescale set by the Planck time (that is, setting m = mP = ~/c2tP ), then its emergent
world line states spread over duration τ by about
Ξ(τ) ≈ 〈(x(t+ τ)− x(t))2〉 ≈ c2τtP /2. (5)
4FIG. 2. Paraxial solutions and “world tubes.”
To be sure, this background spreading cannot be detected by a local measurement, in the same way that quantum
decoherence between independent paths of mass mP bodies can be measured by comparing their positions, because
the geometrical states of nearby world lines are entangled with each other. It may also include exotic correlations
between different directions and components of position, which we have not included. However, the scaling of σ20(τ)
and Ξ(τ) with τ are the same: world lines should decohere at a rate given approximately by dΞ/dτ ≈ c2tP /2.
Figure 2 shows the mathematical parallels. The spreading of the wave function of a body of mass m around its
world line over a duration τ (which we can loosely think of as “world tubes”) is seen as mathematically similar
to the spreading of a Planckian wave function describing emergent world line states over a separation cτ , once the
fundamental scale is set via the Planck mass. These “world tubes” can now describe the decoherence of geometrical
states.
For large systems (that is, τ  tP ), the variance of position is much larger than the typical value Ξ ≈ c2t2P
from Planck scale field fluctuations on a classical background. At the same time, the variance is very small, and the
trajectories behave nearly classically. Because the deviation can only be seen in a highly precise nonlocal measurement
of correlations, it would not have been detected in previous experiments. A 100m laboratory scale experiment is
≈ 1037 Planck lengths across; Planckian spreading on the corresponding timescale (1037tP ≈ 10−6 sec) is only
≈ 1018.5ctP ≈ 10−16.5 meters, and the typical variation in rest frame velocity is about ≈ 10−18.5c, or a few mm per
year— an order of magnitude slower than continental drift.
The same scaling is suggested by applying holographic bounds to information in the relative position of world lines.
The holographic principle posits covariantly that the information I in a causal diamond of duration τ is one quarter
of the area of its bounding surface in Planck units, or IH = (pi/4)(τ/tP )2 in flat space. Suppose that the position
operator xˆ depends on positions distributed over a 3-volume ≈ (cτ)3, and that the density of information in the radial
dimension of the causal diamond has some value `−1r in its rest frame, independent of system size. The number of
position states is then Ix ≈ (cτ)3`−1r Ξ−1. If we require that Ix < IH , so that the holographic information bound
applies to spatial information, we obtain
Ξ(τ) > τ(c3t2P /`r)(pi/4). (6)
Thus, there is some universal value of Ξ˙ ≡ dΞ/dτ associated with holographic scaling of position information. Since
the natural value of `r is of order ctP , the natural value for Ξ˙ is again of order c
2tP .
The value of Ξ˙ depends on the configuration of the world lines represented in the operator xˆ. For some xˆ operators
that do not measure degrees of freedom where the information is bounded, it may vanish by symmetry; that is, the
uncertainty could be squeezed into unmeasured degrees of freedom. Although the analogy (Eq. 2) is suggestive of
how solutions should scale, we do not know how measurements in different directions, or between different world lines,
5should relate to each other, or how the wave function should be interpreted physically. The experimental program is
to measure correlations where we can, and perhaps uncover clues to the underlying theory.
The current exercise is to lay out statistical measures that can measure the value of Ξ˙ with data from simple
experimental setups. The form of Ξ can be constrained from general considerations about the causal diamonds corre-
sponding to the arrangement of mirrors in an apparatus, so well-characterized universal conclusions about quantum
geometry can be drawn from a specific experimental result.
B. Constraints on Correlations in Interferometer Signals
Consider two Michelson interferometers, A and B, with dark port signals xA(t) and xB(t) calibrated in length units.
The statistical quantity estimated from a time stream of data is a cross-correlation between interferometers A and B:
Ξ(τ) ≡ 〈xA(t)xB(t+ τ)〉. (7)
The projection F (τ) (that is, the connection between the signal x and ∆x in Eq. 1) has here been absorbed into the
definition of the apparatus that produces the signal.
Classically, the signal x sees the departure of the length difference between the two arms from the average value.
In a static classical space-time with no physical coupling between the two interferometers and no gravitational waves,
the average cross correlation vanishes, Ξ = 0. However, if the two interferometers share a volume of space-time—
that is, if the causal diamonds traced by the propagation of light in their arms overlap in some way— a correlation
might be induced by Planckian holographic bounds on the amount of positional information in the system measured
by the two sets of optics. They may be entangled by geometrical states in a way that statistically correlates the
measurements.
We now propose a simple framework to test the general holographic noise hypothesis: that there is a nonzero
correlation between A and B due to entanglement of the emergent space measured by the two interferometers. This
framework is formulated in a general way so that the statistical results of a specific experiment can be used to constrain
any (future) candidate universal theory of quantum geometry.
Even without a specific fundamental theory, we know that holographic correlations (if they exist at all) are subject
to a few simple mathematical and physical constraints.
1. Ξ(τ) must be symmetric, Ξ(τ) = Ξ(−τ). Time symmetry and general covariance dictate that Ξ(τ) must be
either symmetric or antisymmetric. However, Parseval’s theorem requires that Ξ(τ) must have a nonzero value
at zero lag if there is to be any measurable fluctuation in a real-valued signal, eliminating the latter choice.
2. The correlation function must respect the causal region in the emergent space. For a simple configuration of
two co-aligned Michelson interferometers with characteristic scale L (e.g. arm length), we expect the functional
support to be limited by the causal diamond to the interval τ = (−L,+L) between reflections at the reference
world line (e.g. the beamsplitter), or the interval τ = (−2L,+2L) of events that influence the signal at any given
time (see Figure 3). More general interferometer configurations may add additional scales, or even additional
world-lines, and yield different functions.
3. The hypothesis being tested is that relative positions of massive bodies as encoded in Ξ(τ) are subject to Planck
scale spreading of information just described. For shear modes (but not rotation), scaling symmetry then requires
that where it does not vanish, Ξ(τ) is linear in τ , with a derivative dΞ/dτ that does not depend on the size of
the apparatus (see nested causal diamond in Figure 4), but only its shape. To match holographic information
content, its absolute value is approximately the Planck time tP . A more careful evaluation of numerical factors
follows below.
With these constraints, for a given apparatus, candidate forms for Ξ(τ) are completely determined by two parameters.
We consider below possible forms for Ξ(τ) which span the range of consistent options. We also consider how the form
of Ξ(τ) depends on the apparatus configuration— the sizes and relative positioning of two interferometers in space.
The detailed worked examples here apply to configurations where the interferometers are adjacent and almost co-
located, so that causal diamonds substantially overlap; the simple arrangement reduces the number of parameters
needed to characterize the system.
III. PARAMETERIZED MODELS OF CORRELATION FUNCTIONS
A broad class of correlation functions respects the constraints just outlined. The models are described by two
parameters that are universal physical constants, that according to the holographic noise hypothesis should not
6FIG. 3. A comparison of causal support in the two classes of correlation functions.
depend on apparatus size. Two basis vectors, along with upper and lower bounds on normalization, appear to span
the space of possibilities consistent with the above constraints.
Following the two viable choices for causal support demonstrated in Figure 3, we first consider a class in which
the correlation function goes to zero at the lag corresponding to the edge of the causal diamond defined by the end
mirrors. We then present a more general class in which the causal support contains all events that influence the signal
at a given time, of which the previous class is a subset.
A. Simple Case: Models Spanning ±L
In this simplest class of models the correlation is required to drop to zero at ±L, the limits of functional support
defined by a single causal diamond. The linearity requirement from scaling symmetry allows us to uniquely specify
the correlation function by at most two parameters: the zero lag value normalized to system scale (e.g. arm length),
ξ0 ≡ Ξ(τ = 0)/L (8)
and the norm of the derivative |Ξ˙|. In other words,
Ξ(τ) =
{
ξ0L− |Ξ˙| · |τ | |τ | < Lc
0 |τ | > Lc
(9)
According to the holographic noise hypothesis, both ξ0 and |Ξ˙| are of the order of the Planck time. A choice of
ξ0 and |Ξ˙| predicts a frequency spectrum that can be compared with Holometer data. A set of data can be used to
generate a likelihood function for the universal numbers.
The parameter space formed by this class of models is actually one-dimensional, because the derivative is constrained
to be (see Figure 4):
|Ξ˙| = cξ0 (10)
reducing the two universal numbers into one parameter that sets the normalization. This simple space is a subset of
a more general space of models that allows causal support ranging up to ±2L, as we will see in the next section.
7FIG. 4. The simplest model, spanning ±L: Linear time domain cross spectra.
This minimal form of holographic noise can be physically interpreted as a new kind of exotic “jitter” in space and
in the position of reference world lines such as the beamsplitter. It was considered as an illustrative model in previous
work[30], and used to estimate experimental sensitivity for design purposes.
The fixed value of the derivative might seem overly constraining— the causal diamond support constraint only sets
a lower bound on |Ξ˙| at |Ξ˙| ≥ cξ0. We should not discount a priori the possibility of steeper slopes, in which case
Ξ(τ) goes negative (with discontinuities at ±L), reflecting more exotic nonlocal correlations in the causal 4-volume.
This set of models merely generalizes the simple model of jitter above, and could perhaps be considered physically
viable for holographic noise, as long as the integral
´
dτΞ remains nonnegative— a condition satisfied by |Ξ˙| ≤ 2cξ0,
an upper bound at which there is no DC power in the frequency spectrum because the integral vanishes.
However, a statistical argument eliminates this freedom. For interferometers that are adjacent and almost co-
located, the cross-correlation Ξ(τ) can be thought of as an autocorrelation, since the causal diamonds are almost
the same and the geometrical states being measured are substantially entangled. So Ξ(τ) is an autocorrelation of
a real-valued observable, the antisymmetric port beam power (calibrated in length units), undergoing a wide-sense
stationary random process. This is possible if and only if the transform Ξ˜(f) is real, even, and nonnegative at all
frequencies [47]. This consideration precludes the viability of models with slopes different from |Ξ˙| = cξ0.
The analytic form of the frequency domain power spectrum Ξ˜(f) demonstrates this point:
Ξ˜(f) = 2
ˆ L/c
0
(ξ0L− |Ξ˙|τ) cos(2pifτ)dτ
=
2|Ξ˙|
(2pif)2
[
1− cos
(
f
c/2piL
)]
− 2
2pif
(
L
c
)(
|Ξ˙| − cξ0
)
sin
(
f
c/2piL
)
=
(
L
c
)2 [
|Ξ˙|sinc2
(
f
c/piL
)
− 2
(
|Ξ˙| − cξ0
)
sinc
(
f
c/2piL
)]
(11)
Normalization from Holographic Gravity
A fundamental theory of emergent geometry should make an exact prediction for the parameters in correlation
functions of a given apparatus. In the absence of such a theory, it is useful to have concrete theoretical boundaries
where one can reasonably consider a particular hypothesis confirmed or ruled out. We adopt a specific benchmark
value as sketched in the appendix. The total number of states within a distance L from holographic or “entropic”
gravity is equated with the number of states in a simple noncommutative geometry, a quantum spin system of the
same radius. The spin algebra then provides an exact numerical value for the variance of a spatial wave function in
8physical length units at separation L:
〈x2⊥〉L/L = `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi =
√
~G/4pic3 = 4.558× 10−36m. (12)
This value sets a benchmark scale of the signal correlation function, Ξ(τ = 0), that saturates the holographic bound
in a causal diamond of radius L. The benchmark scale is to be used for guidance purposes only. The validity of the
normalization is independent from the general framework presented throughout the rest of this paper, which relies
only on dimensional arguments and first principles of causal consistency and symmetry.
The normalization scheme is valid only for the specific mode of correlation being tested— for the initial stage of
the Holometer experiment, these are shear modes. The hypothesis being tested is that geometrical information about
directions between world lines in space obeys Planck scale covariant constraints, which potentially includes shear and
rotational modes, but the latter does not follow the same causal structure used for this particular scheme, as will be
discussed in upcoming work. The simple Michelson systems considered here are sensitive to strain fluctuations as well
as shear ones, but the number of quantum geometric degrees of freedom might scale differently for strain correlations,
and the predicted fluctuation amplitudes do not necessarily reach detectable levels when constrained by holographic
bounds on information [30, 48, 49]. We consider such strain modes a less viable hypothesis, however, as a coherent
and directionally isotropic strain uncertainty likely violates general covariance.
Normalization for Correlated Interferometer Noise
Equation (12) gives a reference scale for the transverse variance associated with distance L, but in order to predict
the signal measured in interferometric experiments under this hypothesis, we must conduct a holistic analysis of a
quantum-geometrical system of matter and light. It requires a full quantum theory that integrates the Hilbert space
of photon states with those of emergent-geometric position states for the mass elements that comprise the optics. In
the absence of such a theory, we will establish upper and lower ranges for ξ0 (and therefore also for |Ξ˙|).
A benchmark for ξ0 is when Eq. (8) and (12) are compared straightforwardly, i.e. ξ0 = `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi. These
describe models that match holographic position uncertainty (and holographic slope, |Ξ˙| = c`P ).
An upper estimate for ξ0 is posited when the measurements of two orthogonal arms lengths contribute independent
uncorrelated parts to Ξ(τ). We assume that the transverse variances from Eq. (12) directly apply to the reference
world line, as light beams make simultaneous measurements of orthogonal directions at this position.
ξ0 ≤ 2`P ≡ ctP /
√
pi (13)
Note that we may not count the arm length L twice to account for the round trip time, because doing so while also
counting two orthogonal arms would violate quantum limits on information. The holographic bound limits us to the
size of the apparatus instead of the whole light path. This normalization is consistent with previous work [30].
The lower bound is saturated when the transverse variance from Eq. (12) is divided between the reference world
line (e.g. the beamsplitter) and the end mirror, implying that the equivalent measurable position uncertainty at the
reference world line is halved. We also assume that holographic bounds on information limit the measurable noise to
the transverse variance from the arm length in one direction, seeing the two orthogonal directions as noncommutative.
ξ0 ≥ 1
2
`P ≡ ctP /
√
16pi (14)
We consider this the smallest normalization we can reasonably expect (even under the most conservative assumptions)
when all of the holographic uncertainty is manifest in shear mode correlations. If the measured noise is below this
level, it likely indicates that at least some of the uncertainty has been squeezed into other unmeasured degrees of
freedom such as rotational modes.
The Holometer is expected to reach the sensitivity to detect or rule out all normalizations that are physically
plausible.
B. General Class: Models Spanning ±2L
In this general class of models, the causal support contains all events that influence the signal at a given time, and
therefore the correlation does not necessarily drop to zero at the edge of a single causal diamond (representing a single
round trip to end mirrors). Instead, we consider the overlap between causal diamonds separated by τ , and maintain
functional support for Ξ(τ) wherever the shared 4-volume is nonzero. We expect Ξ(τ) to be continuous at the edge
9FIG. 5. A generalized class of models, spanning ±2L: Creating a two-parameter space for all possible correlation spectra. The
“baseline model” presented in [30] and tested in [35], a case in which parallel and antiparallel overlaps give equal (positive)
contributions, corresponds to a ±2L/c triangle with η1 = 0, η2 = +`P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi.
of a single causal diamond (since the amount of overlap is continuous as a function of τ), and linearly fall off to zero
at the edge of the causal limit.
In previous work[30], we presented as an illustrative model a simple triangle spanning ±2L, physically interpreted
as a new kind of exotic “jitter” in space and in reference world line position. This maintains the same form of
straightforward linearity used in the previous section, just with longer functional support. In particular, the maximum
normalization of this model, corresponding to Ξ(τ = 0)/L = 2`P ≡ ctP /
√
pi, was used as a “baseline model” to
estimate experimental sensitivity for design purposes and tested during the initial run of the Holometer[35, 36].
Figure 5 shows the full range of models reflecting a generalized understanding of linearity in this framework of
overlapping causal diamonds (and consistent with the constraints outlined in Section II B). The sequence of diagrams
on the left hand side shows how the overlap between two causal diamonds changes as the time lag between them
increases. In each causal diamond describing an interferometer, the left half represents an outgoing tracer photon
propagating towards the end mirrors, and the right half represents an incoming tracer photon coming back towards
the reference world line. We use the term “parallel overlap” and “antiparallel overlap” to respectively denote ranges
of time where the light path is parallel or antiparallel in direction while the tracer photons in the two interferometers
traverse an overlapping 4-volume of spacetime.
An important illustrative case is when the parallel and antiparallel overlaps give contributions to Ξ(τ) that are
opposite in sign (if they are equally weighted, they precisely cancel each other at time lag τ = 23L/c). The top plot on
the right hand side shows an example of Ξ(τ) under such assumptions. It is naturally a sum of the two plots below it,
which define the generalized slope parameters cη1 and cη2 that establish the parameter space for this class of models.
As before, both parameters are on the order of Planck time and not dependent on the apparatus size, and we do not
a priori constrain them to positive or negative values (despite the illustrative example). A general class of models
that contains a linear combination of ±L and ±2L behavior can be written as a parameterized sum,
Ξ(τ) = Ξ1(τ) + Ξ2(τ)
=
{
η1(L− c |τ |) |τ | < Lc
0 |τ | > Lc
+
{
η2(2L− c |τ |) |τ | < 2Lc
0 |τ | > 2Lc
(15)
cη1 ≡ Ξ˙1(−L
c
< τ < 0) = −Ξ˙1(0 < τ < L
c
) and cη2 ≡ Ξ˙2(−2L
c
< τ < 0) = −Ξ˙2(0 < τ < 2L
c
) (16)
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FIG. 6. General parameter space: Two observable length parameters (η1 and η2) span all possible models of noise that
are consistent with symmetries of spacetime, causal structure, and holographic limits on geometric information. The viable
parameter space is defined by two basis vectors (the “±2L triangle” and “zero-DC” models) and and upper and lower ranges
on normalization. Sample spectra along the four labeled lines are given in Figure 7.
The two triangle functions, with causal support ranging to ±L/c and ±2L/c respectively, each satisfy the condition
for scaling symmetry established in the previous section. We interpret this to mean that we are allowing for two ways
in which nonlocal correlations can manifest in the emergent geometry, one that is fully contained within the causal
4-volume of a single diamond (a single round trip to end mirrors) and another that has a causal memory of τ = ±2L/c
and depends on the overlap between two causal diamonds.
The former of these effects, reflecting the value of η1 (or the subspace in which η2 = 0), was treated in the previous
section on simple models spanning ±L/c. Such cases were discussed in previous work[30] as representing possibilities
in which each reflection (when the light interacts with an observer or mass at the end mirror or at the reference world
line) sets a boundary condition that resets all quantum geometric information, thereby zeroing the device’s response
to antiparallel overlap between tracer photon paths before and after an end mirror reflection.
We can now extend this one-dimensional (sub)space into a generalized two-dimensional space defined by universal
parameters η1 and η2. Similar to the previous class of models, a choice of universal parameter values predicts a
frequency spectrum that can be compared with Holometer data. Here, the predictions and data can be used to
generate joint likelihood contours.
The constraints on the parameter space derive from similar considerations as before, and the allowed region is
plotted in Figure 6. The integral
´
dτΞ must be nonnegative, which implies:
η1 + 4η2 ≥ 0 (17)
When the bound is saturated (η1 + 4η2 = 0), there is zero DC power in the frequency spectrum, because the integral
vanishes. This corresponds to the illustrative case above, where the parallel and antiparallel overlaps give equal-weight
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sample spectra A sample spectra B
sample spectra C
sample spectra D
Holometer design parameters:
Planckian normalization:
(0, 0.5)
(1, 0.5)
(1, -0.25)
(2, 0)
(0, 0.25)
(3, -0.5)
(0, 0.5)
(2, -0.5)
Labels indicate
FIG. 7. A representative sample of possible frequency domain spectra. Values of η1 and η2 are chosen along the four labeled
lines within the parameter space in Figure 6, linearly from left to right, and color-coded along the visible spectrum based on the
horizontal location of the model (comparing plots of the same color illustrates differences according to vertical location). Vertical
axes are scaled relative to the variance per unit frequency corresponding to `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi and system scale L. Horizontal axes
are scaled to inverse light crossing time for L.
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FIG. 8. The basis vectors: The “zero-DC” and “±2L triangle” models, corresponding to flat accumulations of exotic jitter, are
generated from autocovariances of ±L boxcar functions that differ by a sign change at the midpoint.
contributions of opposite sign. We physically interpret this as a kind of exotic “jitter” in space (and in world line
positions) similar to models considered in previous work[30], but with a different device coupling that flips sign as the
light beam reverses direction after an end mirror reflection.
The transform Ξ˜(f) must be real, even, and nonnegative at all frequencies for Ξ(τ) to be an autocorrelation of a
real-valued wide-sense stationary random process [47]. This requires:
η1 ≥ 0 and η1 + 4η2 ≥ 0 (18)
The first part of this constraint makes intuitive sense— we expect stronger positive correlations at time lag under
L/c, when there is parallel overlap. When this non-redundant segment of the bound is saturated (η1 = 0, η2 > 0), the
function reduces to the illustrative ±2L triangle models considered in previous work, including the “baseline model”
[30]. These models get equal positive contributions from parallel and antiparallel overlaps, implying a constant positive
device coupling throughout.
The analytic form of the frequency domain power spectrum is helpful for demonstrating these features:
Ξ˜(f) = 2
ˆ ∞
0
(Ξ1(τ) + Ξ2(τ)) cos(2pifτ)dτ
=
2cη1
(2pif)2
[
1− cos
(
f
c/2piL
)]
+
2cη2
(2pif)2
[
1− cos
(
f
c/4piL
)]
= cη1
(
L
c
)2
sinc2
(
f
c/piL
)
+ cη2
(
2L
c
)2
sinc2
(
f
c/2piL
)
(19)
Figure 7 shows a sampling of the type of spectra that are expected. The four plots are a representative sample of
the mathematical characteristics featured in Ξ˜(f) as η1 and η2 span the range of allowed parameter space.
Basis Vectors for the General Parameter Space
The two bounding cases— the “zero-DC model” (η1 + 4η2 = 0, η1 > 0, η2 < 0) and the “±2L triangle model”
(η1 = 0, η2 > 0)— can be considered basis vectors for this general parameter space. Both correspond to a wide-sense
stationary stochastic accumulation of spacetime jitter with constant-magnitude device coupling throughout the light
path (or, nonlocally, over measurement time), the only difference being whether the coupling undergoes a sign change
halfway through the light storage time (at the end mirror reflection). Figure 8 demonstrates this point. The constant
accumulation of fluctuations throughout each round trip is represented by flat boxcar functions of ±L support (with
and without the sign change at the midpoint), and the two basis models (both spanning ±2L) are generated from
their autocovariances.
These basis vectors can be considered “natural” models where the covariance of exotic correlations follow the causal
structure of the spacetime being measured. Here, we use “covariance” in a statistical sense, as opposed to the general
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relativistic meaning used throughout the rest of this paper. Adopting the perspective that spacetime is “relational”[1–
3], a quantum system woven out of Planckian elements, the spatial structure of their entanglement can be expressed
as a statistical covariance among observable operators, with a coherence length and time of the Planck scale. This
bottom-up construction from Planckian subsystems, with covariance structures defined by causal surfaces, will be
useful in upcoming work as we generalize our predictions to rotational correlations[39, 40].
Normalization for Correlated Interferometer Noise
As with the previous simple class of models (spanning ±L), we will use Eq. (12) and a similar set of assumptions
to establish benchmark normalizations and upper and lower ranges for η1 and η2 in the general two-parameter space
(spanning ±2L). The viable region of parameter space is plotted in Figure 6.
We first note that, similar to the simpler class,
1
2
`P ≤ Ξ(τ = 0)/L = η1 + 2η2 ≤ 2`P where `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi. (20)
This, in addition to the constraints from statistical requirements above, automatically sets appropriate ranges for the
individual parameters: 0 ≤ η1 ≤ 4`P and −`P ≤ η2 ≤ `P . The upper estimate of η2 = `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi (with η1 = 0) is
consistent with the “baseline model” in previous work[30] and was tested during the initial run of the Holometer[35].
As before, as our benchmark normalization matching holographic position uncertainty, we use a straightforward
comparison between Eq. (12) and Ξ(τ = 0)/L:
η1 + 2η2 = `P ≡ ctP /
√
4pi , |Ξ(τ)| ≤ `PL (21)
The Holometer is expected to reach the sensitivity to confirm or reject all physically viable models, exhaustively
probing the shear degree of freedom all the way down to our lower bound normalization before leading into the
next stage of the experimental program that will test rotational correlations. Quantum geometrical uncertainties
can be squeezed into certain degrees of freedom or others due to underlying symmetries in nature or limitations in
device coupling; we seek to empirically identify the ones where the information is bounded, guiding the theoretical
development.
IV. CURRENT LIMITS AND HOLOMETER SENSITIVITY
The measured spectra at the Holometer are plotted in units of differential arm length (DARM) variance per unit
frequency, following the standard conventions adopted by the interferometry community [35, 36]. Since the observables
considered in the above predictions for Ξ(τ) are antisymmetric port signals calibrated to length units, we need to
make the following conversion from Ξ˜(f) to measured power spectral density (PSD):
PSD(f) = Ξ˜(f) · 2 ·
(
1
2
)2
=
1
2
Ξ˜(f) (22)
This is because the dark port signals reflect the optical path difference (OPD) over the full round trip light paths in
the two arms. The standard phase-to-length transfer function for Michelson interferometers assumes low-frequency
response, in which case OPD = 2 · DARM. Since the measured PSD and Ξ˜(f) are in units of power (or variance),
this factor of 12 gets squared. The remaining additional factor of 2 comes from the fact that Ξ˜(f) is a standard
Fourier transform defined for both positive and negative frequencies, whereas the measured PSD is expressed in the
engineering convention, defined only for positive frequencies after folding into the domain the power contained in the
redundant negative frequencies.
Figure 9 plots the parameter space constructed above in terms of measured PSD, using universal Planck length
units. It demonstrates how this parameter space is used to interpret experimental data and draw constraints on
different phenomenological models.
The two lines labeled “GEO-600 noise” reflect upper limits from [50]. Prior to the Fermilab Holometer, GEO-600,
employing a single Michelson interferometer with folded arms, was the experiment most sensitive to this type of
Planckian geometrical correlation [30]. While it has proven difficult to comprehensively identify and quantify sources
of other environmental and technical noise[51], the collaboration has produced a rough upper limit on unidentified flat-
spectrum noise (the “signal”) around the 1 ∼ 6kHz range where shot noise is dominant and can be reliably modeled,
at 1.25 × 10−22Hz−1/2[50] (in strain units). Because this upper limit is only available in a relatively narrow band
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baseline model
excluded at 4.6σ
sample contour from 145 hours of Holometer data
unity signal to noise at peak, single 1MHz bin
GEO-600 upper limit
with no sensitivity gain from folded arms
GEO-600 upper limit
if folded arms give 2x sensitivity
Axes are in units of standard Planck length:
FIG. 9. Current limits and Holometer sensitivity: Upper limits on holographic noise from GEO-600[50] are given under specific
assumptions about whether the folded arms lead to a twofold increase in signal power. The illustrative example of “baseline
model” from [30] was tested in [35] and ruled out at 4.6σ. Also shown is an example contour of Holometer sensitivity after
145 hours of integration, assuming unity signal-to-noise ratio in a single 1MHz bin at the peak (accurate to ±10%) [35, 36].
This reflects what we would observe in the case of a null result, as longer integration times are expected to move the contour
closer towards zero. If there is a significant detection, the actual likelihood contour would converge around a single point in
the parameter space, possibly much farther away from the origin than the plotted example. A highly significant verification or
exclusion of the holographic shear noise hypothesis is possible within realistic integration times. Axes are in units of standard
Planck length, scaled to power spectral density (PSD) values measurable at the Holometer.
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at a frequency much lower than c/L (around 0.5MHz for GEO-600), it can only specify one point on the frequency
spectrum and corresponds to a straight line in the parameter space. We plot two lines because it is not clear whether
the folded arms in GEO-600 would contribute to a twofold increase in the variance measured in differential arm length.
Such considerations were discussed in previous work [30].
The point labeled “baseline model” refers to the illustrative example discussed in previous work[30] and above. It
was tested as the nominal model for the initial run of the Holometer. According to the recently released first results,
this particular model was excluded at 4.6σ, based on 145 hours of data [35, 36].
For the Holometer, we have also plotted an example contour based on the noise spectrum released with the initial
results[35, 36], assuming unity signal-to-noise at the peak of the predicted spectrum corresponding to each point on
the contour. Because this sensitivity example is available across a much wider range of frequencies (1 ∼ 6MHz), we are
able to generate contours that cover much wider classes of models that reach maximal power at different frequencies
(e.g. Figure 7) instead of a straight line in parameter space like the GEO-600 example.
This is not an exclusion plot, or a likelihood contour at any significance level, and it does not even reflect shot
noise-subtracted residual noise like the GEO-600 lines. It is merely intended to demonstrate noise levels attainable at
the Holometer, and shows that it takes 145 hours of integration time to get a roughly 1σ result in a 1MHz-wide band
at the peak of each modeled spectrum along this contour.
The Holometer operates almost entirely within the frequency range dominated by shot noise. Using the behavior of
cross-correlated and integrated shot noise described in [30, 35, 36, 52, 53], it is straightforward to extrapolate the noise
levels demonstrated in this example to longer integration times and different choices for frequency binning. An N -fold
increase in integration time (or frequency bin width) generally reduces the uncorrelated shot noise power (or error bars
in the binned power spectrum) by a factor of 1/
√
N , while the correlated exotic Planckian noise remains the same.
If we assume that geometry behaves classically up to the level of sensitivity we can project from such extrapolations,
a realistic data set would be sufficient to rule out the smallest normalizations within the viable parameter space at
roughly 3σ, with the likelihood contour approaching the classical limit at the origin. On the other hand, if a larger
signal is detected, the data-based likelihood contour would likely never even reach the example plotted, and instead
converge around a specific point within the viable parameter space, with the statistical significance expected to be
at least comparable but possibly larger depending on the exact location (a 2000-hour data set would be sufficient for
5σ detection at the edges of the parameter space closest to the origin). The example contour thus demonstrates that
the Holometer has the capacity to probe all physically plausible regions within the “shear mode” parameter space,
within reasonable integration times.
V. FUTURE CONFIGURATION: ROTATIONAL MODES
Figure 10 depicts a conceptual big-picture understanding of the overall hypothesis— that geometrical information
about directions around world lines is constrained by Planckian bounds defined via general relativistically covariant
causal diamonds. In a quantum system of “relational” geometry woven out of causal diamonds containing Planckian
subsystems, their spatial entanglement follows statistical covariance structures defined by causal surfaces (note again
the two different senses in which “covariance” is used, unlike the general relativistic usage elsewhere in this paper).
These null relationships can be decomposed into two orthogonal correlation modes: shear and rotation.
Shear modes couple transversely to the arms of a simple Michelson, where light propagates purely radially within
the causal diamond. This transverse jitter is manifest as a Planckian spreading of the reference world line, where
orthogonal light beams meet at the beamsplitter. The 180◦ reflections at the end mirrors do not capture the transverse
uncertainty, naturally.
Rotational modes[39, 40], on the other hand, cannot be seen in a simple Michelson, because neither the beamsplitter
nor the end mirrors have any sensitivity to this type of correlations of quantum-geometrical jitter. To detect them, we
add a 90◦ reflection away from the beamsplitter, at significant radial separation, and have a significant portion of the
light path involve angular propagation. The characteristic scale L for the accumulation of jitter would be the distance
between the end mirror and the bend mirror, as the latter would be coherent with the reference world line for this
type of quantum-geometrical uncertainty. The directional uncertainty, defined in the inertial frame of the reference
world line, in this case couples longitudinally to the bent portion of the arm. We interpret this as an accumulated
effect of the quantum-geometric “twists” of the Planckian elements that comprise the area circumscribed by the bent
arm.
In an idealized device, the bent portion of the arm would follow a circular arc, as shown inside a causal diamond
in Figure 10. This would ensure a linear form of Ξ(τ), as the requirements laid out above using the scaling symmetry
of causal diamonds would naturally extend here. In fact, if it were possible to have such a device without constant
interaction between light and matter, the predicted spectrum would neatly fall into a parameter space spanned by
the basis vectors we constructed for the shear case (albeit with different normalizations; see caveats on shear mode
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FIG. 10. The statistical covariance structures of exotic Planck-scale geometrical correlations, following null surfaces of causal
relations, is shown to decompose into orthogonal modes of shear and rotation. Interferometer setups that couple to each
correlation mode are shown: the simple Michelson and bent Michelson setups are capable of detecting shear and rotational
noise respectively. Also shown is a spatially extended Sagnac interferometer, optimal for probing Planckian departures from
perfect symmetry of inertia.
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normalization above). In fact, we expect a response similar to the “zero-DC model,” as will be detailed in upcoming
work. The precise shape of the predicted spectrum in realistic bent arm configurations (with straight arms) will be
calculated in upcoming work.
The Holometer experimental program is designed to complete a comprehensive study of the hypothesized exotic
correlations. As seen above, general arguments can set the relevant scaling and amplitude for holographic noise, but
not the spatial pattern. There are limited choices for viable spatial patterns: strain, shear, and rotation.
The strain case is not a part of our Planckian directional uncertainty hypothesis, as a coherent and directionally
isotropic strain uncertainty likely violates general covariance, but it was nevertheless explored with existing data in
previous work [30]. Strain noise that scales like 〈∆x2〉 ∼ ctPL, like we consider here, was ruled out by data from the
initial LIGO detectors. Because longitudinal strain noise does not dimensionally reduce the total degrees of freedom,
there are arguments for a different scaling behavior 〈∆x2〉 ∼ (c2t2PL)2/3 based on a more simplistic interpretation of
holographic bounds[30, 48, 49], but those models do not retain coherence, predicting locally observable effects instead
of a macroscopic form of nonlocality. These predicted violations of locality have been experimentally ruled out [54–60].
The upcoming results from a long stretch of data under the current simple Michelson design, together with the
planned reconfiguration to a bent Michelson setup, should comprehensively probe the two more plausible modes
of correlation: shear and rotation. They will either detect specific statistical covariance structures of Planckian
correlations in spacetime, or provide concrete evidence for near-perfect Planck scale symmetries of causality and
inertia.
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APPENDIX: NORMALIZATION FROM SPIN ALGEBRA AND HOLOGRAPHIC GRAVITY
It is useful to adopt an exact benchmark value for a Planck scale in absolute physical units, based on the states
of a particular quantum system that has both a precisely calculable information content and a precisely calculable
position variance. We adopt here the following simple model of a quantum system based on the familiar spin algebra
that has these properties, and does not depend on the system dynamics. Of course, just because this model is precise
does not mean it is correct. This particular way of counting information[32] is not a necessary assumption for the
validity of the generalized framework proposed above, which relies only on first principles such as causal structure
and symmetries of spacetime.
Consider a noncommutative geometry described by a standard spin algebra in three dimensions i, j, k = 1, 2, 3:
[xˆi, xˆj ] = xˆkijki`P . (23)
where ijk denotes the antisymmetric tensor. Consider an operator
|xˆ|2 ≡ xˆixˆi, (24)
corresponding to the squared modulus of separation, analogous to the square of total angular momentum. Using con-
ventional notation used for angular momentum, let l denote positive integers corresponding to the quantum numbers
of radial separation, analogous to total angular momentum. The separation operator takes discrete eigenvalues:
|xˆ|2|l〉 = l(l + 1)`2P |l〉. (25)
We denote the discrete eigenvalues corresponding to classical separation by
L ≡
√
l(l + 1)`P . (26)
It can be shown that position xˆ⊥ in any direction transverse to separation is indeterminate, with a variance given by
〈xˆ2⊥〉 = L`P . (27)
Like spin, the states have a discrete spectrum. The number of position eigenstates within a 3-sphere of radius R can
be counted in the same way as discrete angular momentum eigenstates. Using Eq. (26) with R = L, the number lR
of radial position eigenstates for a radius R is given by setting lR(lR + 1) = (R/`P )
2. For each of these, there are
2l + 1 eigenstates of direction. The total number of quantum position eigenstates in a 3-sphere is then
NQ3S(R) =
lR∑
l=1
(2l + 1) = lR(lR + 2) = (R/`P )
2, (28)
where the last equality applies in the large l limit. Thus, the number of quantum-geometrical position eigenstates in
a volume scales holographically, as the surface area in Planck units.
We can set an absolute physical scale based on equating the number of states in a 3-sphere from spin geometry and
from thermodynamics of gravitational systems[21, 24]. The number of position states for a massive body enclosed in
a 3-sphere of radius R that statistically reproduces nonrelativistic Newtonian gravity (cf. [24], Eq. 3.10) is given by:
NG3S(R) = 4pi(R/ctP )2, (29)
with the usual definition of Planck length, ctP ≡
√
~G/c3 = 1.616× 10−35m. Note that this is four times larger than
the entropy of a black hole event horizon of the same radius. The quantum-geometrical and gravitational estimates
agree, NQ3S = NG3S , if the numerical value of the effective commutator coefficient `P is
`P = ctP /
√
4pi. (30)
If Eq. (30) holds, bodies in the emergent space-time move as described by Verlinde’s entropic Newtonian gravity.
From Eq. (27), the theory predicts position variance in physical units,
〈xˆ2⊥〉 = LctP /
√
4pi = (2.135× 10−18m)2(L/1m), (31)
with no free parameters. A less conservative normalization is to use the holographic principle directly, and equate the
number of states in the sphere with those in an event horizon of the same Schwarzschild radius. That gives a larger
value, `′P = ctP /
√
pi, so it is easier to rule out experimentally.
